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We consider the robust estimation of the Pickands dependence function
in the random covariate framework. Our estimator is based on local esti-
mation with the minimum density power divergence criterion. We provide
the main asymptotic properties, in particular the convergence of the stochas-
tic process, correctly normalized, towards a tight centered Gaussian process.
The finite sample performance of our estimator is evaluated with a simulation
study involving both uncontaminated and contaminated samples. The method
is illustrated on a dataset of air pollution measurements.

1. Introduction. Modelling dependence among extremes is of primary im-
portance in practical applications where extreme phenomena occur. To this aim,
the copula function can be used as a margin-free description of the dependence
structure. Indeed, according to the well-known result of Sklar (1959), the distribu-
tion function of a pair (Y1), ¥ ) can be represented in terms of the two margins
Fyand F> of Y and Y@, respectively, and a copula function C as follows:

P(r® <y, YD <y,) = C(FL (). Fa(y)).

This function C characterizes the dependence between Y (1 and ¥ and is called
an extreme value copula if and only if it admits a representation of the form

1
C(yi,y») = eXP<10g(y1yz)A<M>>,
log(y1y2)

where A: [0, 1] — [1/2, 1] is the Pickands dependence function, which is convex
and satisfies max{r, 1 — ¢t} < A(¢) < 1; see Pickands (1981). Statistical inference
on the bivariate function C is therefore equivalent to the statistical inference on the
one-dimensional function A. Estimating this function A has been extensively stud-
ied in the literature. We can mention, among others, Capéraa, Fougeres and Genest
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(1997), Fils-Villetard, Guillou and Segers (2008) or Biicher, Dette and Volgushev
(2011).

In this paper, we extend the above framework to the case where the pair
(YD, Y @) is recorded along with a random covariate X € R?. In that context, the
copula function together with the marginal distribution functions depend on the
covariate X. In the sequel, we denote by Cy, Fi(:|x) and F>(-|x) the conditional
copula function and the continuous conditional distribution functions of ¥ and
Y® given X = x. Our model can thus be written as

(1.1) P(F1(YPlx) < y1, F2(YP|x) < 2| X = x) = C (1, y2),

where C admits a representation of the form

1
Cxln,y2) = exP(@(mmM(M x))
log(y1y2)

with A(-]-) : [0, 1] x R? — [1/2, 1] is the conditional Pickands dependence func-
tion which is again a convex function satisfying max{r, 1 — ¢t} < A(t|x) <1 for
all x € R?. From a practical point of view, the considered family of extreme value
distributions has sufficiently large potential for data analysis. First, the family of
extreme value distributions is very rich, and includes among others the logistic, the
asymmetric logistic, the negative logistic, the Hiisler—Reiss, the ¢ extreme value
and Dirichlet model. Second, multivariate extreme value distributions arise natu-
rally as the limiting distributions of properly normalised component-wise maxima,
making them a useful approximation to the true, but typically unknown, distribu-
tion of these component-wise maxima in practice. We refer to Kotz and Nadarajah
(2000) and Gudendorf and Segers (2010) for further motivation and discussion of
this class of distributions and additional examples. As a possible application, we
consider modelling extremal dependence between air pollutants, like ground-level
ozone and particulate matter, conditional on location and time; see Section 5 for
more details.

Moreover, in addition to the covariate context, we consider the case of contam-
ination and we propose a robust estimator of the conditional Pickands dependence
function A(-|x). To reach this goal, we use the density power divergence method
introduced by Basu et al. (1998). In particular, the density power divergence be-
tween two density functions g and /4 is defined as follows:

/ 1+« 1 o 1 |
R[h () — (1 + &)h M8+ ~g (y)] &y, a=0
Ay(g, h) =

gy
log ——¢(y)dy, a=0.
fR h(y)
Here, the density function £ is assumed to depend on a parameter vector 6, and if
Z1, ..., Zy1s asample of independent and identically distributed random variables

according to the density function g, then the minimum density power divergence
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estimator (MDPDE) of 0 is the point é\minimizing the empirical version (up to a
constant independent of 0)

INT
fh1+“<y>dy—(1+—)—§jh"‘(z,-), a>0,
R o ni:l

1 n
—= Y logh(Zy), a=0.
s

Ay (B) :=

We can observe that for « = 0 one recovers the log-likelihood function, up to
the sign. A large value of « allows us to increase the robustness of the estimator,
whereas a smaller value implies more efficiency. This parameter o can thus be
selected in order to ensure a trade-off between these two antagonist concepts.

The nonparametric estimation of extremal dependence in presence of random
covariates is still in its infancy, despite the huge potential of such methods for
practical data analysis. Gardes and Girard (2015) introduce an estimator for the
tail copula based on a random sample from a distribution in the max-domain of
attraction of an extreme value distribution, and provide a finite dimensional con-
vergence result for their estimator, when properly normalised. Portier and Segers
(2017) considered model (1.1) but under the simplifying assumption that the de-
pendence between Y1 and ¥ does not depend on the value taken by the co-
variate, that is, Cy = C [see also Gijbels, Omelka and Veraverbeke (2015)]. In the
present paper, we introduce a nonparametric and robust estimator for A(-|x) which
is obtained by an adjustment of the above introduced density power divergence es-
timation criterion to the situation of local estimation, and we study the asymptotic
properties of the obtained estimator in terms of stochastic process convergence. To
the best of our knowledge, nonparametric and robust estimation of the conditional
Pickands dependence function has not been considered in the literature.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we simplify the
situation to the case where the two marginal distributions are known, we propose
a robust estimator for A(-|x) and prove its convergence in terms of a stochastic
process. Then, in Section 3, we extend this result to the case of unknown margins.
The efficiency and robustness of the estimator are examined with a simulation
study, described in Section 4. Finally, in Section 5 we illustrate the practical appli-
cability of the method for modelling extremal dependence between air pollution
measurements. Additional simulation results are available in the online Supple-
mentary Material [Escobar-Bach, Goegebeur and Guillou (2018)]. All the proofs
are postponed to the Appendix.

2. Case of known margins. We denote by f the density function of the co-
variate X and by x¢ a reference position such that xo € Int(Sx), the interior of
the support Sy of f. In this section, we restrict our interest to the case where
the marginals F|(-|x) and F(-|x) are known, and we denote by Ag(-|x) the true
conditional Pickands dependence function associated to the pair (¥ (1, Y2).
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2.1. Construction of the estimator. For convenience, we reformulate the
model (1.1) into standard exponential margins. After applying the transforma-
tions Y = — log F; (Y o)) |x), j =1, 2, we obtain the following bivariate survival
function:

GO, yalx) =P >y, Y? > 3| X =x)

2
= eXP(-(yl +y2)A0< Y ‘x»
i+

for all y;, y» > 0. Let # € [0, 1]. Considering the univariate random variable

OE7e)
1—¢" ¢t )

Z; = min<

it is clear that
P(Z; > 7| X = x) = e~ 40010 Vz > 0and x € R”.

Consequently, the conditional distribution of Z; given X = x is an exponential
distribution with parameter Ao (#|x).

Let (Z;i, X;),i =1, ..., n, be independent copies of the random pair (Z;, X).
In the present paper, we will develop a nonparametric robust estimator for Ag(#|xg)
by fitting this exponential distribution function locally to the variables Z;;,
i=1,...,n, by means of the MDPD criterion, adjusted to locally weighted es-
timation, that is, we minimize for o > 0

- 1 o0 o 1 07
Ay xp.t(a) := - ; Kp(xo — Xi){/o (ae_“z)lJr dz — <1 + a)(ae “Z“) }
2.1)

o 1 1 1
= e ZKh(X() — X,‘){— - (1 + _)e—oeaZ,_i }
n - l+o o
Here, Kj, () := K (-/h)/h? where K is a joint density on R” and h = hy, is a posi-
tive non-random sequence satisfying s, — 0 as n — oo. The MDPDE A, ,,(¢|xo)
for Ag(t|xo) satisfies the estimating equation

(22) Z((xl’zm,t (A\a,n(ﬂxO)) = 0’

where foj 3(0’ ;(-) denotes the derivative of order j of Za, xo,¢ (). The minimization
of za, xo,¢ 18 here performed without constraints, which means that A\a’n (+|xo) does
not automatically satisfy the conditions of the Pickands dependence function. In
fact, this is the case for several of the estimators proposed in the literature; see,
for example, Pickands (1981), Deheuvels (1991) or Capéraa, Fougeres and Gen-
est (1997). To overcome this, one could follow the idea of Fils-Villetard, Guillou
and Segers (2008), and project the obtained estimator onto the space of Pickands
dependence functions.
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Our aim in this paper is to show the weak convergence of the stochastic process
(2.3) {Vnh? (Agn(t]x0) = Ao(tlx0)), 1 € [0, 11},

in the space of all continuous functions on [0, 1], denoted as C([0, 1]), when
n— 0o.

Our starting point is the estimating equation (2.2). By applying a Taylor series
expansion around the true value Ag(z]xg), we get

0= A%, 1 (A0(t1x0)) + (Agn(t1x0) — Ao(11x0)) AZh, £ (Aot 1x0))
I ~ 2~(3) [
+ E(Aa,n(”xO) — Ao(t1x0)) " Ag xo.: (A(t]x0)),

where A (t|xo) is a random value between A (t|xg) and ;\\a,”(ﬂxo). A straightfor-
ward rearrangement of the above display gives

VP Ay, (t]x0) — Ao(t]x0))

24) B —V/nhPRG), ((Ao(t]x0))
AL (Ao(t1x0)) + LA (A(t1%0)) (Agn (1x0) — Ag(t|x0))

Consequently, in order to obtain the convergence of the stochastic process (2.3),
we need to study the properties of the derivatives foj 107 +»J =1,2,3. According
to Appendix A.5, these can be expressed as a linear combination of a key statistic

T,, defined as

Y n
(2.5) (K, a,t, %, B, yIx0) 1= — > Kp(xo — X)) 2P e
n s
i=1

forae[l1/2,1],t€[0,1],A,8>0and y e R.

2.2. Asymptotic properties of T,. Due to the regression context, we need some
Holder-type conditions on the density function f and on the conditional Pickands
dependence function Ag. Let | - || be some norm on R?”, and denote by B, (r) the
closed ball with respect to || - || centered at x and radius r > 0.

ASSUMPTION (D). Thereexist My > 0and ny > Osuchthat | f(x) — f(z)| <
M||x — z||"f, for all (x,z) € Sx x Sy.

ASSUMPTION (Ap). There exist M, > 0 and 74, > 0 such that |Ay(t]x) —
Ao(t|2)| < Ma,llx — z||o, for all (x, z) € By, (r) X By,(r),r >0and € [0, 1].

Also a usual condition is assumed on the kernel K.

ASSUMPTION (K1). K is a bounded density function on R” with support Sg
included in the unit ball of R? with respect to the norm || - ||.
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As a preliminary result, in Lemma 2.1 we prove the convergence in probability
of the key statistic 7,.

LEMMA 2.1. Assume that forallt € [0, 1], x — Ao(t|x) and the density func-
tion f are both continuous at xo € Int(Sx) nonempty. Under Assumption (K1), if
h — 0 and nh? — oo, then for a € [1/2,1], A, B8 >0, y € R and xq such that
f(x0) > 0, we have

Ao(t1x0)
(a+ Ao(tlo)pr1 ! 0

To(K,a,1, 7, B, y|x0) —> a’T(B + 1)

as n — oo, where T is the gamma function defined as T'(r) := [5° e~ dt,
vr > 0.

Now, our interest is in the rate of convergence in Lemma 2.1 when a is re-
placed by Ao (#|xp). More precisely, we want to show the weak convergence of the
stochastic process

[Ao(t|x0)]” P

{\/nhP<Tn(K, Ao(t]x0), 2, A, B, ¥1x0) =T (B +1) (n + 1)B+H1

f(xo)),

t €0, 1]}.

To establish such a result, we use empirical processes arguments based on the
theory of Vapnik—Cervonenkis classes (VC-classes) of functions as formulated in
van der Vaart and Wellner (1996). This allows us to show the following theorem.

THEOREM 2.1. Let y € R and (A, B) € (0,00) x Ry or (A, B) = (0,0).
Under the assumptions of Lemma 2.1 and if (D) and (Ag) hold with
P R™M140) s 0, then the process

[Ao(t|x0)]Y =P

{\/nhl’<Tn(K, Ao(t|xo), 1, A, B, ylxo) =T (B+1) (h + 1)B+1

f(xo)),

t €0, 1]}

weakly converges in C([0, 1]) towards a tight centered Gaussian process {B;,
t € [0, 1]} with covariance structure given by

Cov(B;, By) = [Ao(t]x0) Ao(sx0)]” [ K113 f (x0)

11—
1+A

X {f g, v)Gy s(u, v|xg) dudv + 50(,3)}
R,
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forall (s, t) €0, 112, where 8 is the Dirac measure on 0, and
g(u,v) ;== uP (B — AAo(t|xg)u)e *AolIx0)u
x VP71 (B — LA (s|xo)v)e HAoGl0Y,
G5 (u, v|xp) := G(max((1 — r)u, (1 — s)v), max(tu, sv)|xp).

We now derive the limiting distribution of a vector of statistics of the form (2.5),
when properly normalized. Let T, be a (m x 1) vector defined as

T, := (T (K, Ao(t1]x0), 11, A1, B1, V11X0), - - -,
T}’l (Kv AO(tml)CO)y tn’lv )\'I’}’H ﬁn’lv )/m |x0))T

for some positive integer m and let X be a (m x m) covariance matrix with ele-
ments (0 x)1<j k<m defined as

ok = [Ao(t;1x0) ] [Ao(tx]x0) ] 1K |13 £ (x0)

x {/ 25, V)G, 1 1, vlxo) du v
R+

2.6
20 B+ 1)

(A + 11F[Ag (11 x0) 1P*
'g;+1
A+ 1P Ag(t1x0) 1P

+80(B;)

+0(B0); — 500880 (A1) }

where
gk, v) = uPiN[B) — 2 Ag(t|xo)u]e~Hidotilxo
x pPE—1 [,Bk _ )»kAo(tk|xo)v]e_)“"A0(tk|x°)v.

The aim of next theorem is to provide the finite dimensional convergence result
which will, together with the tightness, allow us to establish the joint convergence
of several processes related to the statistic 7j,.

THEOREM 2.2. Under the assumptions of Lemma 2.1, we have
VP (T, = B[T,1) ~ Ny 0, ),

where N, denotes a m-dimensional normal distribution.

We have now all the needed ingredients for proving the asymptotic properties
of the MDPDE A, ,, (t]|x0).
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2.3. Asymptotic properties of Ka,n(ﬂxo). The first result states the existence
and uniform consistency of a sequence of solutions to the estimating equation
(2.2).

THEOREM 2.3. Let « > 0. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, with prob-
ability tending to 1, there exists a sequence (Aq n(t1x0))neN of solutions for the
estimating equation (2.2) such that

sup |Ag.n(t]x0) — Ao(t]x0)| = op(1).
t€l0,1]

Now, we come back to our final goal which is the weak convergence of the
stochastic process (2.3).

THEOREM 2.4. Let (A\a?n(tlxo))neN be the consistent sequence defined in
Theorem 2.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, the process
(VP (Agu(tlx0) — Ao(t1x0)), 7 € [0, 11}

weakly converges in C([0, 1]) towards a tight centered Gaussian process {N;,
t € [0, 1]} with covariance structure given by

K [3A0(t1x0) Ao(slxo) (1+a)?

Cov(N;, N;) = v, 2(t, $)Vy,
( t S) f(XO) (1+O[2)2 o ( ) o
where
o 2
+a 14+ o) 1+« 1
Vo '= | (14 a) and X(t,s):= 1+« Yoo(t,s) 2o3(t,s)
1+0{ 1 22,3(S5t) 23,3(t7s)
with

oa(t,s) = (1 —a)(1 +a) + a(1 +a)>Ag(t]x0) Ao(s|x0)

» fR | el ARG, (u, vlx) du o,
+

$23(t, ) := 1 —a(l 4 a)?Ag(t]xo) Ao(s|xo)

X ./]1‘%2 (1- aAo(s|x0)v)e_“[A0(’|x°)”+A°(S‘x°)”]Gt,s(u, v|xo)dudv,

+

¥33(t,5) := (1 + &) Ag(t]x0) Ao (s x0)

X _/Rz (1 —aAo(t|xo)u)(1 — aAp(s|xo)v)

+

% e*a[AO(l\XO)M‘FAO(ﬂXO)U]Gt?s(u’ v|xo) du dv.



2814 M. ESCOBAR-BACH, Y. GOEGEBEUR AND A. GUILLOU

In particular, for all t € [0, 1], we have

v nhp(ga,n (t]x0) — A()(t|x0))

IK I3[ Ao(t]1x0)1> (1 +a)?(1 + da + 9a? + 14a> + 130* + 82 + 4a®)
~ M |0,

f(x0) (1+2a)3(1 +a?)?
asn — 0.

The asymptotic standard deviation is shown as a function of « in Figure S1 of
the Supplementary Material. As is clear from this plot, the asymptotic standard
deviation is increasing in «. Note that our results could also be obtained under
different assumptions by using the local empirical process results of Stute (1986)
and Einmahl and Mason (1997), combined with the functional delta method.

3. Case of unknown margins. In this section, we consider the general frame-
work where both Fi(-|x) and F>(-|x) are unknown conditional distribution func-
tions. We want to mimic what has been done in the previous section and transform
to standard exponential margins. To this aim, we consider the triplets

(—log(Fu1 (Y V1X)), —log(Fu 2 (YP1X0)), Xi),  i=1,....n

for suitable estimators F, ; of F;, j =1, 2, and we compute the univariate random
variables

. ([ —10g(Fu1(YV1X1) —log(Fua(Y? X))
Zy i =min - , . ,

i=1,...,n.

Then, similarly as in Section 2, the statistic

. al & 5 .
(3.1) Tu(K,a,t, %, B, ylx0) i= — Y Kp(xo — X)) 2, e aZnt
n

n,t,i
i=1

is the cornerstone for the MDPDE, denoted f{a, 1 (t|x0), which satisfies the estimat-
ing equation
(3.2) AL (A (tlxo)) =0,
where A((xl,lo,t(-) is the first derivative of Aa,xo,,(-) and
R (@) = 3" Ki X){ : <1+ 1) ~aaZ }
a) = — x0— X;)y — — — e mii 4
O{,X(),[ n l:1 ]’l 0 1 1 + o o

The final goal is still the same, that is the weak convergence of the stochastic
process

(3.3) [VnhP(Agq(tlxo) — Ao(t|x0)), 1 € [0, 17}.
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Again this result relies essentially on the asymptotic properties of the statistic T,,
and so the idea will be to decompose

Vnh? (T, — E[T,))(K,a,t, A, B, y|x0),
into the two terms

{’V nhp(Tn - E[Tn])(K’ a,t,x, B, )/|x0)}

+ {(Vnh? ([T, — Tl — E[T, — T,1)(K, a,t, %, B, y|x0)}.

The first term can be dealt with using the results of Section 2.2, whereas we have
to show that the second term is uniformly negligible.

To achieve this objective, let us introduce the following empirical kernel esti-
mator of the unknown conditional distribution functions:

n
Zi;l Kc.(x — Xl)]l{Yi(J)Sy}
?:1 Kc(x —X;)
where ¢ := ¢, is a positive non-random sequence satisfying ¢, — 0 as n — oo.
Here, we kept the same kernel K as in the previous section, but of course any
other kernel function can be used.
Before stating our main results, we need to impose again some assumptions, in

particular a Holder-type condition on each marginal conditional distribution func-
tion F; similar to the one imposed on the density function of the covariate.

3.4

Fl’l,_/(y|~x): ’ j:1$2’

ASSUMPTION (F). There exist Mp; > 0 and nr; > 0 such that |F;(y|x) —
Fi(yl2)| < ij||x —z||nFJ', forall y e Randall (x,z) € Sx x Sx,and j =1, 2.

Concerning the kernel K a stronger assumption than (K;) is needed.

ASSUMPTION (K3). K satisfies Assumption (K1), there exists §, m > 0 such
that Bo(6) C Sk and K (u) > m for all u € Byg(5), and K belongs to the linear span
(the set of finite linear combinations) of functions k£ > 0 satisfying the following
property: the subgraph of k, {(s, u) : k(s) > u}, can be represented as a finite num-
ber of Boolean operations among sets of the form {(s, u) : g (s, u) > ¢(u)}, where
g is a polynomial on R” x R and ¢ is an arbitrary real function.

The latter assumption has already been used in Giné and Guillou (2002) or Giné,
Koltchinskii and Zinn (2004). In particular, it allows us to measure the discrepancy
between the conditional distribution function F; and its empirical kernel version
Fyj.

LEMMA 3.1. Assume that there exists b > 0 such that f(x) > b,Vx € Sx C
R?, f is bounded, and (K>) and (F) hold. Consider a sequence c tending to 0 as
n — oo such that for some q > 1

q
logel
ncP
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Also assume that there exists an € > 0 such that for n sufficiently large

(3.5) inf A({u € Bo(1): x —cu € Sx}) > ¢,
xeSy

where M denotes the Lebesgue measure. Then, for any 0 < n <min(ng,, nr,), we
have

[logc|?

sup  |Fa;(vlx) = Fi(ylo)| = on»(max(
(y,x)eRx Sy

,c")) for j=1,2.

ncP

Note that the assumption f(x) > b,Vx € Sy, for some b > 0, is similar to
the one already used in Gijbels, Omelka and Veraverbeke (2015) and Portier and
Segers (2017).

We are now able to study the second term in (3.4).

THEOREM 3.1. Assume that there exists b > 0 such that f(x) > b,Vx € Sx C
RP, f is bounded, and (ICy), (D) and (F) hold together with condition (3.5).
Consider two sequences h and c tending to 0, such that for nh? — oo and for
some q > 1 and any 0 < n <min(nr,, nr,)

log cld
nhpr, ;= nhl’max( | Og;' ,c”) —0

nc

as n — 00. Then, for all y € R and (X, B) € (0,00) x R4 or (A, ) = (0,0), we
have

sup  ~nhP|T, — T, —E[T, — T,1|(K,a.,t, %, B, y|x0) = op(1).
1€[0,1],a€[1/2,1]

Finally, the decomposition (3.4) combined with Theorem 3.1 and the results
from Section 2.2, yields the desired theoretical result of this paper.

THEOREM 3.2. Let o > 0. Under the assumptionsvof Theorem 3.1 and (Ap),
with probability tending to 1, there exists a sequence (A, (t|X0))neN of solutions
for the estimating equation (3.2) such that

sup |Ag.n(t]x0) — Ao(tx0)| = op(1).
tel0,1]

Moreover, for this consistent sequence, if xnhP h™™17140) _ 0, the process
{VnhP (Aqn(t]x0) — Ao(tlx0)), 1 € [0, 11}

weakly converges in C([0, 1]) towards the tight centered Gaussian process {Ny,
t € [0, 1]} defined in Theorem 2.4.
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4. Simulation study. Our aim in this section is to illustrate the efficiency of
the proposed robust estimator for the conditional Pickands dependence function
with a simulation study. We assume that the conditional distribution function of
(YD, YP) given X = x is a mixture model of the form

Fe(yr, y2lx) = (1 — &) Fe(y1, y21x) + e Fe(y1, y21x),

where ¢ € [0, 1] represents the fraction of contamination in the dataset. The main
distribution Fy is the logistic distribution given by

—1/)C)X}

-1
Fy(y1, y21x) == exp{—(y, 4 Yy for y;,y2>0

and
Ao(tlx) = (1" + (1 —)'/)",

where the covariate X is a uniformly distributed random variable on [0, 1]. For
this model, complete dependence is obtained in the limit as x | 0, whereas inde-
pendence can be reached for x = 1. Note also that the conditional marginal distri-
butions of ¥ given X, j = 1, 2, under this logistic model are unit Fréchet dis-
tributions. Moreover, we can check that this model satisfies conditions (D), (Ag)
and (F). Two completely different types of distributions F, will be considered
throughout the paper and additional examples will be given in the online Supple-
mentary Material.
e First type of contamination: Given X = x, the distribution function F, is

1.~ -l
Fc<y1,yz|x>=5{e 4 em2 Hy20,y,20)-

The mixture based on this distribution F, is illustrated in Figure S2 of the Supple-
mentary Material. For this mixture, the contaminated points are on the axes.

e Second type of contamination: The distribution function F, has completely de-
pendent unit exponential margins. Figure S3 in the Supplementary Material shows
an example of a simulated dataset from this model. This time, the contaminated
points are on the diagonal.

To compute the estimator Aa’ n» two sequences 4 and ¢ have to be chosen. Both
are determined by a cross validation criterion. Because of the very high com-
putational burden of the cross validations for sample sizes n > 1000, a random
selection of size n, :=n A 1000 from the original observations is obtained, de-
noted {(Yl.(l), Yi(z), Xir)}i=1,...n,, and the cross validations are implemented on
these random sﬁbsamples. Concerning ¢, we can use the following cross valida-
tion criterion, already used in an extreme value context by Daouia et al. (2011):

.....

ny, ny

) . = 6)) 2 .
cii=uemind, 2 [y oy = P (XL i=12

-
Lz Kz (X_X’”)]lly/fjr) <y

er:l,k#i KEj (X_Xk,r)

}

where C is a grid of values of ¢; and ﬁn,,_i,j(ylx) =



2818 M. ESCOBAR-BACH, Y. GOEGEBEUR AND A. GUILLOU

Also the bandwidth parameter 4 is selected using a cross validation criterion. In
particular,

n M .
DO Awn - @1 Xi)®

i=1j=1

1 1\ _ui XN
x ( _ (1 4 —>€ OlAa,n,(—t)(tj|X1,r)Zn,t]~,t,r) for o> O,
1+« o

1
h := argmin
her nrM

h = arg min
her nyM

n M . v
X Z Z _ log(AO,n,(—i)(tj |Xim)e_AO,n,(—i)(tjlxi,r)zn,tj,i,r) for o = 0,
i=1j=1
where f{a, n,(—i) (t]x) denotes the estimator of Ao(#|x) obtained on all but observa-
tion i, Zn,,j,,-,r 1s as Zn,tj,i but now calculated for (Y.(l) y? X;r),and

L,r ’ L,r ’
Z?:l KE(X - Xi)
" Kp(x—X)Z;

Aon(t]x) :=

This criterion can be seen as a generalisation of a commonly used cross valida-
tion from the context of local likelihood estimation [see, e.g., Abegaz, Gijbels and
Veraverbeke (2012)] to the context of local MDPD estimation.

After extensive simulation studies, we have chosen the grids C = {0.06,
0.12,...,0.3} and H = {0.02,0.03, ...,0.06}. These choices provide a reason-
able trade off between stability of the estimates and accuracy of approximation by
asymptotic results.

Concerning the kernel, each time we use the bi-quadratic function

15 2
K(x):=—(1—-x?)"1_1.(x).
16
As an indicator of efficiency, we compute over a grid the L2-error in the esti-
mation of the Pickands dependence function A(-|x) as a function of x, that is,

1 N M ..
MISE(e, afx) i= ~r 37 SO[AD, (1) = Aot )]

i=lm=1

Here, AE;,L,” (tm|x) is our estimator of Ag(#,|x) obtained with the ith sample when
the contamination is . We set f,, = m/50, m = 1,...,49. Our simulations are
based on datasets of sizes n = 1000 and n = 5000, and the procedure is repeated
N =200 times.

Figure 1 represents the MISE(¢, a|x) as a function of ¢ € {0, 0.025, 0.05, ...,
0.2} for the two types of contamination (rows 1 and 2, and 3 and 4, respectively).
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From the left to the right, three positions have been considered: x = 0.1, 0.3 and
0.5 for the first type of contamination and x = 0.5,0.7 and 0.9 for the second
type. Also, four different values of o have been reported: O (black), 0.1 (blue), 0.5
(green) and 1 (red), and two sample sizes: n = 1000 and n = 5000. Based on these
simulations, we can draw the following conclusions:

e As expected, the MISE curves show less variability for n = 5000 compared
to n = 1000.

o If the percentage of contamination ¢ is very small (in the range 0-0.025), the
MISE indicators are typically very similar, whatever the value of «. This result is
a nice feature of our method, because if there is almost no contamination then in
principle one does not need a robust procedure, but as is clear from these figures,
the MDPDE performs similar to the maximum likelihood method (corresponding
to « = 0), which is efficient (but not robust).

o If we increase the percentage of contamination ¢, then it is crucial to increase
the value of o to 0.5 or 1 in order to have good results. Indeed, for increasing ¢ a
small value of o implies a drastic increase of the MISE.

e The MISE values are almost constant for « = 0.5 and 1, whatever the percent-
age of contamination. This illustrates again the robustness of our method, since it
means that the methodology can handle a quite large percentage of contamination
without deterioration of the results.

e For the first type of contamination, the gain in MISE by taking o = 0.5 or
1 over @ = 0 or 0.1 is more important for small x than for large x. In this case,
the contamination is on the axes (independently), and this is less disturbing for x
close to 1, which corresponds also to independence, than for x close to 0, which
corresponds to complete dependence. For the second type of contamination, one
can observe the opposite effect. The gain of taking « = 0.5 or 1 over « =0 or 0.1
is more important for x close to 1 than for x close to zero. Indeed, the perfectly
dependent contamination is less disturbing for small x than for large x.

e Figure 1 gives us also some indications about the breakdown point of our
estimator, which is a common concept in the robust framework. Indeed the break-
down point can be interpreted as the smallest & where the MISE indicator starts to
increase. For o small, in the range 0-0.1, the breakdown point is very small, say &
around 0.025, while for « = 0.5 and 1, one can go to € = 0.15 or a larger value, de-
pending on the type of contamination, which illustrates again the nice robustness
property of our method.

Next to the above mentioned MISE indicators, we also used our simulated data
to compute the empirical coverage probabilities of 90% confidence intervals based
on the limiting distribution given in Theorem 2.4. These are given in Tables 1 and 2
for the first and second type of contamination, respectively. From these tables, we
can see that:
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F1G. 1. MISE(¢, a|x) as a function of ¢ € {0,0.025,0.05,...,0.2} with o = 0 (black), o = 0.1
(blue), « = 0.5 (green) and a = 1 (red). First type of contamination: rows 1 (n = 1000) and
2 (n = 5000), x = 0.1,0.3,0.5 from the left to the right. Second type of contamination: rows 3
(n =1000) and 4 (n =5000), x =0.5,0.7, 0.9 from the left to the right.
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TABLE 1
First type of contamination—coverage probabilities of 90% confidence intervals

t=0.3 t=0.5 t=0.7
o 0 01 05 1 0 01 05 1 0 01 05 1

n=1000 £=0.0 095 095 096 098 095 096 096 097 095 096 096 0.98
e=0.1 069 077 092 093 050 0.64 0.88 091 0.67 0.78 092 0.93
e=02 026 041 083 091 0.11 0.17 0.64 0.79 024 0.42 0.81 0.90

n=5000 =00 098 097 096 097 096 097 097 098 095 096 097 097
e=0.1 014 028 0.84 090 0.06 0.12 0.69 082 0.13 029 0.84 0.90
e=02 002 005 055 0.83 0.00 0.01 0.16 0.51 0.01 0.03 0.56 0.80

n=1000 £=0.0 0.97 098 0.93 093 096 096 095 093 094 095 095 0.94
e=0.1 070 080 093 096 0.71 0.80 093 0.94 0.70 082 095 0.95
e=02 029 045 086 094 020 040 0.78 0.85 0.27 0.47 0.84 0.92

n=5000 =00 096 095 094 094 094 094 093 094 096 095 094 094
e=0.1 014 033 087 093 0.15 035 0.81 086 0.17 041 0.85 0.92
e=02 001 004 057 083 0.01 0.02 041 0.63 0.01 0.03 055 0.83

n=1000 £=0.0 0.97 099 098 097 097 097 097 095 096 097 097 0.98
e=0.1 077 085 091 095 0.76 0.84 091 094 0.79 0.83 095 094
e=02 051 069 093 095 053 0.66 0.89 092 047 0.65 092 0.96

n=5000 =00 093 095 095 096 090 092 091 094 094 096 094 094
e=0.1 030 053 091 095 039 0.56 090 091 031 054 093 094
e=02 004 0.10 0.70 0.87 0.06 0.11 0.66 0.80 0.05 0.08 0.69 0.86

e When ¢ = 0, then the empirical coverage probabilities are generally larger
than 0.90, meaning that the confidence interval based on the limiting distribution
is conservative;

e For increasing &, the coverage probabilities generally decrease when « is
small (O or 0.1), while for larger «, especially for « = 1, the coverage probabilities
do not seem to be as much affected by the contamination.

Since the main objective of this paper is to estimate the conditional Pickands
dependence function A(-|x), we also provide in the online Supplementary Mate-
rial the boxplots of our estimator Aa,n(-|x) based on 200 replications for the two
examples of contamination introduced above and two additional examples. These
figures emphasize again the robustness properties of our estimator.

5. Application to air pollution data. In this section, we illustrate the practi-
cal applicability of our method on a dataset of air pollution measurements. Extreme
temperature and high levels of pollutants like ground-level ozone and particu-
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TABLE 2
Second type of contamination—coverage probabilities of 90% confidence intervals

t=0.3 t=0.5 t=0.7
o 0 01 05 1 0 01 05 1 0 01 05 1

x=0.5
n=1000 ¢=0.0 096 096 097 096 0.94 093 096 096 0.96 0.97 096 0.96
e=0.1 097 096 0.96 095 091 093 094 0.93 096 097 098 0.96
e=0.2 099 099 096 096 0.80 0.88 0.92 0.94 099 099 096 0.95

n=5000 ¢=00 093 094 095 096 093 093 095 097 095 096 095 0.96
e=0.1 093 098 096 096 048 0.69 094 096 095 099 099 0.98
e=02 092 098 096 095 020 0.33 0.88 0.96 0.87 097 096 094

x=0.7
n=1000 ¢=0.0 097 097 1.00 1.00 0.94 094 096 099 094 0.96 1.00 1.00
e=0.1 098 098 1.00 1.00 0.76 0.84 096 098 0.96 0.95 1.00 1.00
e=0.2 098 098 1.00 1.00 0.55 0.70 0.94 0.99 0.98 098 1.00 1.00

n=5000 £¢=0.0 092 093 094 094 092 094 095 095 094 095 095 096
e=0.1 081 089 095 096 024 0.54 094 095 0.79 088 095 0.95
e=02 057 067 090 094 0.06 0.11 0.77 090 0.60 0.69 091 0.93

x=09
n=1000 £=0.0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 099 1.00 1.00 0.98 098 0.99 0.99
e=0.1 091 095 099 099 0.64 081 097 099 091 0.93 099 0.99
e=0.2 089 092 098 1.00 040 063 096 0.98 0.89 093 0.99 1.00

n=5000 =00 098 098 099 098 098 0.97 098 098 097 097 098 0.98
e=0.1 061 077 097 098 0.15 039 095 097 0.60 0.82 098 0.99
e=02 026 044 092 095 001 0.09 0.74 091 0.24 042 091 0.96

late matter pose a major threat to human health. We consider the data collected
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), publicly avail-
able at https://agsdrl.epa.gov/agsweb/aqstmp/airdata/download_files.html. The
dataset contains daily measurements on, among others, maximum temperature,
and ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter concentrations,
for the time period 1999 to 2013. These data are collected at stations spread over
the U.S. We focus the analysis on the ground-level ozone and particulate matter
concentrations. In order to estimate the extremal dependence between these, we
calculate the component-wise monthly maximum of daily maximum concentra-
tions, and estimate the Pickands dependence function conditional on the covari-
ates time and location, where the latter is expressed by latitude and longitude. The
estimation method was implemented with the same cross validation criteria as in
the simulation section, including the same choices for C and H, after standardising
the covariates to the interval [0, 1]. As kernel function K*, we use the following
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generalisation of the bi-quadratic kernel K :

3

K*(x1,x2,x3) == [ [ K(xi),
i=1

where x1, x2, x3, refer to the covariates time, latitude and longitude, respectively,
in standardised form. Note that K* has as support the unit ball with respect to the
max-norm on R3. We report here only the results for the city of Houston. Sim-
ilar results can though be obtained for other cities or regions in the U.S. In the
left panel of Figure 2, we show the time plot of the estimates for the conditional
extremal coefficient over the observation period. The conditional extremal coeffi-
cient is defined as n(x) = 2A0(0.5|x), and is often used as a summary measure
of extremal dependence. Its range is [1, 2], where 1 corresponds with perfect de-
pendence and 2 with independence. The time plot shows a seasonal pattern in the
extremal dependence, and moreover, the extremal dependence seems to decrease
with time. We also observe that the estimates for « = 0 and 0.1 are similar, but dif-
ferent from those obtained with o« = 0.5 and 1 (which are also similar), indicating
that the dataset contains contamination with respect to the dependence structure.
In order to get a better idea about the extremal dependence, we show in the right
panel of Figure 2 the estimate of Ag(¢|x) for a particular month (April 2002). This
plot shows again estimates which are similar for « = 0 and 0.1, but different from
those obtained with &« = 0.5 and 1 (which are similar), confirming our earlier ob-
servation that there are observations which are contaminating with respect to the
dependence structure.

Al

Extremal Cosfficient

T . L e e e
0 50 100 150 002 008 014 02 026 032 038 044 05 056 062 068 074 08 086 092 098

F1G. 2. Air pollution data: time plot of the estimate for the conditional extremal coefficient (left)
and estimate for the conditional Pickands dependence function in April 2002 (right), « = 0 (black),
o =0.1 (blue), « = 0.5 (green) and a =1 (red).
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APPENDIX: PROOFS OF THE RESULTS

A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1. Using the fact that for any x € R?” the conditional
distribution function of Z; given X = x is an exponential distribution with param-
eter Ag(z|x) and since Aa + Ag(t|x) > 0, we have

Ao(]x)
(Aa + Ag(t]x))B+1"

(A.1) E[zfe %X =x]=T(B+1)

Then
E[K)(xo — X)ZP e=*9%1]

:E[Kh(xo—X)F(ﬂ—l—l) Aot} X) }
(ha + Ao(1]X))P+!
A2) =T@E+D [ Kilro—) o fjgt('tlyy))) s f ) dy
=resh /sK KO +A:(§2lz)|cio_—z:i)z))ﬁ+l J o — hz)dz
=T+ f:éi'jﬁ;))ﬁﬂ Fx0)(1+0(1).

The last transition in the above display follows since z € Sk and for n large
enough, using the continuity of Ag(¢|-) and f at xg € Int(Sx) nonempty, we have
boundedness in a neighborhood of xg, allowing us to use Lebesgue’s dominated
convergence theorem. Consequently,

Ao (t|xo)
(i + Aot o)1 0

E[T.(K,a,t, A, B, y|x0)]=a’T(B+1) (14+0(1)).

Also, similar arguments yield

_ 1 IK[53A40(]x0)a* T (2 + 1) £ (x0)
nh? (2Ara + Ap(t]xg))2A+1

= o(1),

Var(T, (K, a,t, A, B, y|xo)) (1+o0(1))

from which the convergence in probability simply follows.

A.2. Asymptotic covariance matrix of the finite dimensional vector T,.
Our aim in this section is to compute the explicit expression of the elements of
the covariance matrix X = (0 x)1<jk<m given in (2.6). In this section, we work
under the assumptions of Lemma 2.1. According to (A.2), we have

Bi —rjAot;|x0)Zi, f@)TB;+1)
EK -X)z,’ JA0YS =
[ n(xo ) tj € j] [)uj+1]/3j+l[AO(l’j|x0)]/3j

(14 o(1))
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for 1 < j <m. In order to compute the cross expectation, we need to derive the
conditional distribution function of the pair (Z;;, Z; ) given X = x. Letu,v >0

P(Z,j >u,Zy >v|X =x)
= ]P’(Y(l) > max((1 —j)u, (1 — 5)v), Y@ > max(tju, tv)| X = x)

= G(max((1 —t))u, (1 — f)v), max(tju, (xv)|x).

2

Hence, for j,k € {1, ..., m}*, we have

E[Kh()(() _ X)Z;’;je—)»jAO(l‘ﬂxo)th K (xO _ X)Z;ike—)ukAo(Zklxo)Zlk]
(A.3) :
=E[K?(xo — X)E[Zf.fe—AjAo(tjlxo)Z,j 2Pt oA 1) Zy | X ]
J k .

We focus now on the conditional expectation. Using (A.1) and the fact that

(A4) e _5y(B) = /R Le=wyu? (B — aru)e ™" du,

+
we have
E[Zﬁje—AjAo(tjlxo)sz nge—xkAo(zk|xo)z,k 1X]
J

_ E[(Zgje_)thO(fﬂxO)th _ ao(ﬁj))(Zike—?»kAo(lk\XO)sz — 50(BV)1X]

—80(B;)d0(Br)

(A.5)
+ So(ﬁj)E[chke—)»kAo(l‘k|x0)Ztk |X] + (SO(IBk)]E[Zg]e—)»jAO(l‘ﬂXO)th |X]

= fR 8k )Gy, (e, V| X) dudv — So(B))S0(Br)
2
LB+ 1) Fg; +1)
b} .
Do+ A Ao X1 T 20O S 1P A1 X)1P

Combining the continuity at xo and boundedness of the functions f, Ag(¢|-) and
G(u, v|-), the expression of o} ; in (2.6) follows.

+80(B;)

A.3. Proof of Theorem 2.1. First, remark that to show Theorem 2.1, it is
sufficient to look at the weak convergence of the process
g [V Tn(K, Ao(tlxo), 1,2, B, yIxo) — E[Ta(K, Aottlxo), 1, 4, B,y lxo)]),
' r (0,11},

since

lim sup vnh?[E[T,(K, Ao(t|x0), 1, %, B, ¥1x0)]
=00 ¢e10,1]
[Ao(t|x0)]Y—F

ST

fxo)|=0.
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Indeed, according to (A.2), we have

[Ao(|x0)]” P

(T, (K. Aa(ro). 1. By bio)] = T8 + DI RO o)
<T(B+ DA} (t]x0)
Ao(t]x0 — yh)
<, Ko )‘ (Ao 10) + Aol — yhppr1 ! (0=
Ay (t1x0)
- Wﬂm) dy.
Now, using Assumptions (D) and (Ap), we deduce that
Ao(t]xo — yh) A ) ’
Aol x0) + Aol lxo — yippr1 1 0 M) = G 1 (30)
Ao(t]xo — yh)

= (WAo(tlx0) + Ao(tlxg — yh))PH] |[f (o = yh) = f (o)

Ao(t]xo — yh) A" ixo)
(R Ao(tlx0) + Ao(t]xg — yh)PHT (A + DFF
— O(hmin(ﬂfﬂmo))

f(xo0)

for n large enough such that 2 < 1, with a bound which is uniform in ¢.

Then, to show the weak convergence of the stochastic process (A.6), we will
use Theorem 19.28 in van der Vaart (1998). To apply this result, we need to intro-
duce some notation. Define the covering number N (F, L2(Q), t) as the minimal
number of L,(Q)-balls of radius t needed to cover the class of functions F and

the uniform entropy integral as

)
JG,F.Ly) = /O \/logsgpN(f, L2(0). tl|Flg.0) d.

where Q is the set of all probability measures Q for which 0 < | F ||2Q,2 =

i F2d(Q < oo and F is an envelope function of the class F.

Let P denote the law of the vector (Y, Y@ x ) and define the expectation

under P, the empirical version and empirical process as follows:

Pf ::/fdP,

1 n
Bof =3 f VP X Gaf = a® - P)S

i=1

for any real-valued measurable function f.
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For any y € R and (A, B8) € (0, 00) x Ry or (A, B) = (0, 0), we introduce our
sequence of classes F, as
Fn i ={(1, 52,2 = fa 1, y2,2),t €10, 11}
={01, 2.2
— VP Ky (xo — D[ Ao(t1x0)]” P [Ao(t1x0) Z (31, )]

x e *AX0) Zi(y1.y2) 4 ¢ [0, 1]}’
where Z;(y1, y2) := min(3¥;, 22). Remark that Z, = Z,(YD Y@) Denote now
by F, an envelope function of the class F, and for any y € Sy, define the bivariate
function py : [0, 1? > R, as

Py (t,s) = E[(Ag (tle)Z;Befoo(llxo)Zf _ Ag (s|xO)Z£BefAA0(s|xo)Zs)2|X _ y].

Naturally, o, defines a semi-metric on [0, 1]? and since it is bi-continuous, it makes
[0, 1] totally bounded.

Now, according to Theorem 19.28 in van der Vaart (1998), the weak conver-
gence of the stochastic process (A.6) follows from the four following conditions:

(A7) sup  P(fu:— f,,,s)2 — 0 for every 8, \( O,
Pxq (1,8) <8

(A.8) PF?> = 0(1),

(A.9) PF{F, >ey/n} — 0 for every & > 0,

(A.10) J(Sn, Fn,Ly) — 0 for every 6, N\ 0.

We start to prove (A.7). By definition, we have

Xo—u

PUni = fo?= [, ph"Kz( )pu(t,S)f(u)du

=, K () pry—hu(t. 8) f (xo — hu) du

= K I13.f (x0) pxy (£, )

+ /S K2(u) £ (0 — hit) [ psg—iu (2, 5) — g (1. 5)] da
+ oy (0. 5) /S K2@)[ f (xo — hu) — f(xo)]du.

By the Assumptions (D), (K1) and since py, is bounded, it remains to show that

(A.11) SUp | pxg—hu(t, ) — pxy (2, 5)| = 0.

Pxq (t,5)<én
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Recall that
py(t,) =[Ao(t]x0) |V E[Z;F em A0 % X = ]
+ [Ao(slxo) |V E[Z o= A00R0% X = y]
— 2[ Ao (t]x0) Ao (s |x0) ] B[ ZF e +A0t0) 2 7B g =t Aoskio) Zs  x — ],

Such expectations have been computed in (A.1) and (A.5). Using the mean value
theorem combined with the boundedness of Ag(-|-) and Assumption (Ag), we can
easily infer that for all (y, y’) € By, (r) x By,(r), we have

sup |y (1,8) — py(t, )| < Clly — y'|["
(t,5)€[0,1]2

for some positive constant C. This implies (A.11), and thus (A.7) is established.

Now, we move to the proof of (A.8) and (A.9). Since the function x — xPeH
is bounded over R by (,B/A)ﬁe_ﬂ and Ag(t|xo) € [1/2, 1], F,, admits the natural
envelope function

(A.12) (1, ¥2,2) = Fu(y1, ¥2,2) = VhP Kp(xo — 2)M,
where M := (%)ﬁe_ﬁ max(1,28-7). Consequently,

PF2 = M? h—PKZ(XO _ ”)f(u)du
RP h

= MZ/S K2 (u) f (xo — hu) du = M*||K |15 f (x0) (1 + o(1)),

PF{(F, >gﬁ}:M2f K2(u) f (xo — hu)du =0
(K (u)>M~e/nhr}
for all ¢ > 0 and n sufficiently large, since nh? — oo, K satisfies Assumption (K1)
and f is continuous.
Finally, it remains to prove (A.10). First, we introduce the class of functions
W :={(y1, y2) = Ao(t|x0)Z:(y1, ¥2), t € [0, 1]} and its subgraph o; in ]R%r x R as

or = {(u, v, w) : Ag(t]x0) Zs (u, v) > w}

_Ao(t]xo)
—Uu

{ _Ao(t]x0) }
= 1(u,v,w): 7v>w.

>w}ﬂ{(u,v,w).

We can show that {o; : t € [0, 1]} is a VC-class of sets. Indeed, if we look more
generally, at the collection of sets C := {{(x, y) : §x > y},d > 0} in R; x R and
if we define two points (x1, y;) and (x2, y2) such that, without loss of general-
ity, )yc_: < )yc—i Then, for any § > 0, 8x, > y, implies that §x; > yy. Thus, C can-
not shatter the set {(x1, y1), (x2, y2)} and by consequence it is a VC-class of sets.
Now, the collection of one set R is naturally a VC-class of sets. According to

Lemma 2.6.17(vii) in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), C x R is a VC-class of
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sets as well. Invoking Lemma 2.6.17(ii), {o; : ¢t € [0, 1]} belongs to a VC-class and
as such is VC. Define now for all z € R

Or,(2) = Pe .

We can easily check that ¢ g is of bounded variation. This implies that ¢; g can
be decomposed as the sum of two monotone functions, say ¢£1/)3 and ¢£2/)3 Thus,

according to Lemma 2.6.18(viii) in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996), ¢§1/)3 oW and

qbﬁs oW are VC. Now, according to Theorem 2.6.7 in van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996), there exists a universal constant C such that forany j =1,2and0 <t < 1

. 1\2VD)
sup N (8 0 W, L2(0). TIW, 0.2 = €V, (160)" (;) ,

where V; is the VC-index of ¢§] ;3 oW and W; its envelope function. Now, consider

the sequence of class of functions
Fuji={z—> VAP Ky(xo =2} @ ¢y ) o W

for j =1, 2, where ® denotes the direct product between the two classes involved.
Since we only update the previous sets with one single function and only one ball
is needed to cover the class {z — ~/h? K}, (xg — z)} whatever the measure Q, we
have

s (1\20D
wp N (7, 1. L2(0). Tl Fillg.2) = CV;(160) (;) ,

where « is a suitable constant. Moreover since sup,e[o’l][Ao(ﬂxo)]V_ﬂ =
max(1,2ﬁ_7’), for any 0 < v < 1, the minimal number of balls of radius
tmax(1, 2°77) needed to cover the interval [0, max(1,2#77)]is [1/27]. Hence

- 17 _3/1)\?
sgpN({[Ao(tlxo)]y P 10,11}, Ly(Q), T max(1,2F77)) = [Z—‘ < 5(;) :

Consequently, we have

sgpN({[Ao(tlxo)]y_ﬂ, t€[0, 11} ® Fp.j» L2(Q), T max(1, 277 |lk Full 0.2)

3C v (1\?Yi
Finally, since our class of interest 5, is included in the class of functions

Fo={[Aot1x0)] 7,1 €10, 11} ® F1 + {[A0(t|x0)]’ P, 1 €10, 11} ® Fpua



2830 M. ESCOBAR-BACH, Y. GOEGEBEUR AND A. GUILLOU

with envelope function 2 max(1, 28=Y\« F,, using Lemma 16 in Nolan and Pollard
(1987), we have

sgpN(fn, L2(Q), 2t max(1,2877) |k Full0.2)

< sgp N (Fn, L2(Q), 2t max(1,2877) ||k Fy ]l 0.2)

9c2 4 2(Vi+Va)
<260 (2)
T

(Y

Thus, (A.10) is established since for any sequence §, N\ 0 and n large enough, we
have

On
J(8n, Fn, L) < /0 \/log([2/c max(1, 2/3_7’)]VL) — Vlog(t)dt =o(1).

This achieves the proof of Theorem 2.1 since the covariance structure follows from
(2.6).

A.4. Proof of Theorem 2.2. To prove this theorem, we will make use of the
Cramér—Wold device [see, e.g., Severini (2005), page 337], according to which it
is sufficient to show that

A= &7 ~/nh? (T, — E[T4]) ~ N1 (0,67 2)
for all £ € R™. A straightforward rearrangement of the terms leads to

Ap = ;Z v "hp{ij[AO(fﬂxO)]y"Kh(xo — Xi)ngie jA0(tj1%0)Z1j
i=1 j=1

m
, i Ao(tix0) Zy i
—E|:§ Sj[AO(tj|x0)]y’Kh(xo—X;‘)Zgj,ie iAol lxo) ’J’“
j=1

1 n
= - Z Wl'.
i=1

n-
Since Wi, ..., W, are independent and identically distributed random variables,

Var(A,) = ) with

Var(W)) = nh? Z Zéjék(cj,k,

j=1k=1
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where
Cjx = E[(A0(t1x0))" (Ao(te|x0))"* K (x0 — X)Z

% e—ijo(tjlxo)sz Zﬁke—xkAo(zk|x0)z,k]

—E[(Ao(t;1x0))" Kn(xo — X)zfif iAW) Z:)
x B[ (Ao (1 |x0)) 7 Ky (xo — X) Zk e~ Aot0) 2y ],

According to the computations in Appendix A.2, Var(A,) = £ Z&(1 + o(1)).
Hence, to ensure the convergence in distribution of A, to a normal random vari-
able, we have to verify the Lyapounov condition for triangular arrays of random
variables [Billingsley (1995), page 362]. In the present context, this simplifies to
verifying n%E(|W1 1*) — 0. We have

m 3
E(|W1|3) < n3/2h3p/2:E|:(Z |§J|(A()(l‘j|x0))y/ Kh(xo o X)Zg./e—AjAO(IjXO)er> :|
j=1

m 2
+ 3E|:<Z |Ej|(AO(tj|xO))yj K (xo — X)Zl‘ije—)»jAo(lﬂxo)er) i|

j=1

m
% E|:Z |5j|(A0(lj|X0))yj Kp(xp — X)Z;jje—)»jAo(Ijxo)thi|
Jj=1

m 3
+4|:]E<Z I;/I(AO(thXO))Vj Kp(xo — X)Zgje)ujAO(lj|xo)th>:| ]
j=1
A similar treatment as for (A.3) yields for all positive integer g

" q
5] (2 Gt ) K = 020 )

Jj=1
. q

_ E(E[(Z |§j|(A0(lj|X0))yth(x0 — X)Zgje_)»jAo(tjlxo)th> ‘X:|)
=1

= [E[Kg(xo — X)Q(X)]’

where the explicit expression of Q(X) can be obtained similarly as for (A.5).
Hence

m q
E[(Z 1€j1(Ao(t;1x0))" Kp(xo — X)Zf;-"e_kaO(’f"O)Z’j) }

Jj=1

— h%/w K’I(xoh_u>Q(u)f(u)du
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1—
= ()" [ K000 — 2h) f o — hydz
Sk

= o(@)'™)

by continuity and boundedness of the functions. Consequently,

CE(Wi) = O((VahP) ™) =o().

A.5. The derivatives of Z(x,xg, ¢ and their asymptotic properties. Straight-
forward computations for a € [1/2, 1], @ > 0, give

—~ —~ 1

1 — _ .

AN i@ =aa Ay (@) +a*(1 +a>;ZKh(xo — X)Zy e %P,
i=1

o~

NV —1xd —
A(()l,gc(),t(a) =aa lA(()l,zco,t(a) —oa ZAtx,xo,t(a)

1 n
a4+ Da*"' =Y Ky(xo — X)(1 —aZ; ;) Zyje %,
n
i=1
~(3 3 1@ 21
AQh (@) =a(2a3 Ry voi(@) +a AL, (@) —2a72A0), (@)

a—2 n
Y Kn(xo— X)) (1 —aZ ) Z je "%

i=1

a

+ (¢ —Da(a+1) "

a—1

n
ZKh (xo — Xi)(a(l —aZ;;)+ I)thje—otazm-.

i=1

a
—a(x+1)

The convergence in probability of the two first derivatives of Ka, xo,¢ 18 therefore a
direct application of Lemma 2.1, which yields as n — oo

-~ P
A (Ao(tlx0)) — €%, +(Ao(t]xp)) :=0,

NG

o,Xx0,t

1 +a? _
(li—z)z[Aowo)]“ 2 £ (x0).

Now the rate of convergence of zg;o,,(Ao(tlxo)),j € {1, 2}, to its limit is also
useful to study (2.4), and thus to reach our final goal. The aim of the next corollary
is to provide such a rate.

(Ao(t1x0)) —> €2 (Ao(t]x0)) :=

COROLLARY A.l. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, then for any j €
{1, 2}, the process

(Vah? (A, (Ao(t1x0)) — €5, (Ao(t1x0))), £ € [0, 1]}
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weakly converges in C([0, 1]) towards a tight centered Gaussian process. In par-
ticular, we have

sup AL (Ao(tlx0)) — €50 1 (Ao(t1x0))| = op(1).
te

PROOF OF COROLLARY A.l. As usual, it is sufficient to show the fi-
nite dimensional convergence and the tightness of the process. Using Theorem
2.2, we directly solve the finite dimensional convergence issue. Next, Theorem
2.1 combined with (A.6) implies tightness for any process t — ~/nh?(T, —
E[T,D(K, Ao(t|xo),t, A, B, v|x0) and similarly as in Lemma 1 in Bai and Taqqu
(2013), we have tightness for any multivariate process with similar coordinates.
Corollary A.1 then follows. [J

A.6. Proof of Theorem 2.3. To prove the theorem, we will adjust the ar-
guments used to prove existence and consistency of solutions of the likelihood
estimating equation; see, for example, Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 5.1 in Chap-
ter 6 of Lehmann and Casella (1998), to the MDPD framework. Let ¢, b > 0,
C(|):[0,11xSx = [1/2—¢,14¢]and Vr € [0, 1], r(¢) :=|Ao(t|x0) — C (¢]x0)|.
Define in addition the b-level of r as

Ty :={t €[0, 11, r(t) > b}.
We first show that for any b > 0
(A.13) P(V € Tp, Ag.xg.s (A0(t1%0)) < Ag.xo. (C(t]x0))) = 1

as n — 00, for any function C(-|xg) different from but close enough to Ag(:|xp).
By applying a Taylor series expansion, we have

Ag gt (C(1130)) = Be g 1 (Ao(t]x0)) = (C(t]x0) — Ao(t1x0)) A&k, £ (A0 (t1x0))

1
+ 5 (Ctlxo) = Aot 1x0)) 2R, 1 (Ao(t1x0))

1
+ 2 (Cltlxo) — Ao(t]x0)) FAD, 1 (Ct1x0)),

where C (t]xo) is an intermediate value between C (¢|xo) and Ag(¢|xp). According
to Appendix A.5, as n — oo,

P
sup |A&13€0¢(A0(tIXO))|— sup |Af£lot(Ao<r|xo>) e, 1 (Ao(t1x0))| —> 0.

t€l0,

This convergence implies, that for all 0 < ¢ < b?

P(Vt € Ty, r(1)| AL %, + (Ao(t|x0))| < (1))

Al (Aottlso))| <20, sup |A§3Lo (Ao(t]x0)| < ¢)

tel0,

2]P’<Vt €Ty,

=JP’( sup |AL) 0.t (Ao(t]x0))| < 8) — 1
t€l0,1]
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as n — 0o. Now, concerning A((,sz +(Ap(t]x0)), we have

P
sup IA% (A0 (11x0)) — €5, .+ (Ao (t1x0))| —> O

t€l0,1

as n — o0o. Consequently, there exists §; > 0 such that

r () ~ ~©) 2
vt €0, 1], 7 Ay xo.t (Ao(t]x)) > 8177(1)

with probability tending to 1.
Finally, since x — x*e¢~* is bounded VA > 1 on R* and by Lemma 2.1

Tn(Kva’t707070|xO) ZKh(XO_X)_>f(x0)
z 1

as n — oo, we have for any & > 0, n~! Y Kn(xo — Xi) < f(x0) + & with prob-
ability tending to 1. This implies that

(A.14) sup A, @] =M < oo
a€[1/2—¢,1+¢1,t€[0,1]

with probability tending to 1. We can therefore conclude that

3
v e [0, 11, r:n

M
AQ) (Clxp)| < =

with probability tending to 1.
Overall, we have shown that

M 3
P(Vr € Ty, By 1 (C(110)) = R ngr (A0(t1x0)) > 8172(1) — ( g)r (r))
—> 1

as n — oo, where the right-hand side of the inequality is positive for r(t) <
81/(1 + M /6). Thus, setting

sup r(t) <861/(1 + M/6),
tel0,1]

(A.13) follows.
To complete the proof, we adjust the line of argumentation of Theorem 3.7 in
Chapter 6 of Lehmann and Casella (1998). Take 0 < § < ¢ and define the event

$0(8) == [V €10, 11, Ag.xy.r (A0 (t1%0)) < Ag.xo.s (Ao(t]x0) £8)).

For v € 5,(5), since Aa .xo,¢ (@) 1s differentiable with respect to a, there exists
Agn.s(tlxo) € (Ap(t|xo) =46, Ao(tlxo) + §) where Aa .xo, (@) achieves a local min-

imum, So Ag,,lo,,(Aa,n,a(ﬂxo)) =Vu.
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By (A.13), P(S,(8)) — 1 for any small enough &, and hence there exists a
sequence &, | 0, such that P(S,(5,)) — 1, as n — oo. Now, let ;\\a,n(tlxo) =
gmn?(gn (t|xo) if v € S§,(8,) and arbitrary otherwise. Since v € §,(8,) implies
Ké{lo,t(ga,n(tlxo)) =0, we have that

PR, s (Aun(t1x0)) = 0) = P(S,(5,)) — 1

as n — 00, which establishes the existence part. Note that the measurability of the
local minimum can be verified in the same way as it is done in the framework of
maximum likelihood estimation [see, e.g., Serfling (1980), page 147].

Concerning now the uniform consistency of the solution sequence, note that for
any ¢ > 0 and n large enough such that §,, < ¢, we have

P( sup [ Aun (0) = Aotlxo)| < e) = P( sup | Aan (t150) = Aotlxo)| < )
tel0, tell,
> P(S,(8,)) = 1

as n — 00, whence the uniform consistency of the estimator sequence.

A.7. Proof of Theorem 2.4. The starting point is (2.4). According to Corol-
lary A.1, {</nh? ASXO +(Ao(t|x0)), t € [0, 1]} weakly converges, as n — 0o, to-
wards a tight centered Gaussian process and

(A2, (Aotlx)), 1 €10, 11} = {2, (Ao(t1x0)), £ € [0, 11}.

Combining these results with (A.14), we have, as n — oo,

1~ —1
{[Aéflot(Ao<r|xo>)+ZASiO,(Amxo))( wn (t]x0) — Ao(tIXO))} .1 €0, 1]}

Lo (€22 1 (Aot x0))] ! € [0, 11},

Concerning the covariance structure, it follows from Theorem 2.2 and the fact
that

AL, (Ao t1x0)) = v TP (¢1x0),

where

T, (K, Ao(t]xo), 1,0,0, 0 — 1]x0)
T (txo) := | Tw(K, Ao(t|x0), 1, @, 0, — 1]x0)
Tn(K, Ao(tlxo), 1, a, 1, at|xp)
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A.8. Proof of Lemma 3.1. We use the following decomposition:

Fn,j()’|x) — Fj(ylx)

{ ZK =X)Ly oy, _E[KC(X_X)]]-{Y(j)Sy}]}

fn(x)

~7 (x){ ZK (x — Xi)E[]l{yfj)Sy}IXi]—E[KC(X—X)]l{yu)Sy}]}

f( ){ ZK(x X)F(y|X>—F<y|x)]}

1
f {T1 O1x) = Ta(ylx) + T30},

where
~ 1
Jalo) =~ > Ke(x — Xi)
i=1

denotes the kernel density estimator of f.
We start by showing that, for some g > 1,

n
sup n7' Y Ke(x — XL 0y = B[Ke(x = X)Ly <]
(y,x)eRx Sy i=1 Po=
(A.15)
< |logc|q>
=0 ,
F ncP
n
_ |logc|4
(A.16) sup |n 1X:KC()C—X,-)—IE[KC()C—X)]’:0]}»( gp ),
xeSy i=1 nc
sup (n”! Z Ke(x = XDEIL o 1Xi] = E[Ke(x = OLiyor<y]
(y,x)eRxSX i—1
(A.17)

( |logc|q)
=0 .
P ncP

To this aim, let us introduce the class:

g .= {(u,v)—> K(x

—V

)]l{ufy}; vyeR,x e Sx,d > 0}

= {K(%);x e Sx,d >0} ®{Lli<y;;yeR}

=:G1 ® G>.
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Under Assumption (K3), G; is a uniformly bounded VC-class of measurable func-
tions [see, e.g., Giné and Guillou (2002)]. Next, since the collection of all cells
{(—00,a],a € R} is a VC-class of sets, it follows that G, is also a uniformly
bounded VC-class of measurable functions. Now, using the fact that the cover-
ing number of the direct product of two VC-classes is bounded by the product of
the respective covering numbers,

X—v
Gn = {(u,v) — K(—)]l{usy};y eR,xeSx,c=cy > O},
c

admits the same bound for the covering number as G, that is,

2(Vg—1) v,
N(gn,Lz(Q>,r||K||oo)scvg(mewg(%) U (%)9’

where C is a universal constant, T € (0, 1) and Vj is the VC-index of G [see Theo-
rem 2.6.7 in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996)]. Now, according to Proposition 2.1
in Giné and Guillou (2001) [see also Theorem 2.1 in Giné and Guillou (2002)] for
02> Sup,eg, Var(g), U > [[K oo and 0 < o < U, there exists a universal constant

B such that

E|: sup

n
-1
n' Y K = X160, — E[Ke(x = X)Ly
(y,x)eRx Sy ‘ Yy <y [ ¢ {Yffy}]

i=l

_ UA UA
< [ncP] 1B[Uvg log<—g> + \/inazlog<—g>]
o o
Since

X—X p 2 p 2
Var(K(“=2 )10y =¢ /S K2u) f(x — cuydu < cP | oo K I3,
K

the choices 02 = 02 := c?|| f ol K |I3 and U = || K || imply that o;> < U? for n
large enough. This yields (A.15). Similar arguments can be used in order to show
(A.16). Also (A.17) can be shown similarly, though with a refinement as used in
Portier and Segers (2017), page 23.

As for f,(x), we use (A.16), and obtain f,(x) = E(f,(x)) +
op(+/]logcl|/(ncP)), where the op term is uniform in x € Sx. By using the as-
sumptions on K, f and (3.5) we derive, for n sufficiently large, the following
uniform lower bound:

E(f,(x) = f K@) f(x —z¢)dz

{zeSk:x—czeSx}

>b K(z)dz

{z€By(8):x—czeSx}
> bmi({z € Bo(8) : x — cz € Sx})

> bméPe.
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Whence {T1(y]x) — T2 (y|x)}/ fu(x) = op(+/TTog c[7 /(ncP)), uniformly in (y, x) €
R x Sx.
Concerning 73(y|x), we obtain for x € Sy the following direct bound:

T 1 1
'}(Z'C’;)' < f(x){; > Koo = X0lF 01X~ Fio10))
n n iflx=X;ll<c

< Mp;c""i.

Combining the above results establishes the lemma.

A.9. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let
Ty:={g08n:0€0,8 € H},

where for 6 := (t,a) € ® :=[0,1] x [1/2,1], and § € H := {§ = (61, 52);
§:RxRx Sy - R?},

86,6.0(V1, y2,u) :=~NhP Ky (xo —u)qe,s(y1, y2, 1)

== VhP Ky (xo —u)a’[Zg s(y1, ya2, M)]ﬁ exp(—raZp s(y1, y2, u))
with

’

1—1t t

For convenience, denote &, := (Fj, 1, F,,2) and 8o := (F1, F2). According to
Lemma3.1,r, 118, — 80| converges in probability towards the null function Hy :=
{0} in H, endowed with the norm ||| 7 := ||81]lco + ||62]|cc for any § € H. In order
to apply Theorem 2.3 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2007), we have now to show

(= log(I81(y1, y2, w)]) —log(|82(y1, y2, u)|)
Zy.5(y1, y2, u) :=min )

ASSERTION 1: supycq ~/nPG, (0, b,) —> 0 for every b, — 0
and
ASSERTION 2: supgeq |G,Gr (0, D)| LN 0 for every b > 0,

where G, (0, b) is the minimal envelope function for the class

&.(0,Db) = {g9,80+rn6,n — 860,80.n - deH, |8y =< b},

that is,
G,0,b) = sup |g9,80+r,,8,n - g@,So,nl
81lz=<b
(A.18)
=~hPKp(xo—"-) Sup 196,60+r,6 — 46,8

81l <b
Now, remark that V(yy, y2,u) € R x R x Sy

Sup 196,50+r,6 — 46,801 (¥1, y2, 1)
81l <b

= sup 190,80+r.6 — 96,501 (V1> y2, 1),
1 (y1,y2,u),82(y1,y2,u))€B
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where B := {(x,y) € R? : |x| + |y| < b}. Since B is compact and § —
q6.5§(y1, y2, u) is continuous, (A.18) reaches its supremum on at least one posi-
tion Sgﬁb(yl, Vo, u) = (8’1“’9’b(y1, ya, i), 8;‘79’17()/1, y2,u)) in B. Thus, according to
Theorem 18.19 in Aliprantis and Border (2006), one can find a measurable func-
tion 8; , bounded by b in H such that

Gn(0,D) = 180,80+r,8; ,,n — 86.80.n-

PROOF OF ASSERTION 1. For any positive sequence b,, — 0, we have
VnPG,(6,by)

= Vah? [ KE{lds 501,
K
Note that for any (§,8") € H x H, using (A.4)

400
90,6 — qo.5'1 < ay/o B — )»as|s’3_1

- 40,60||X = X0 — hu]f(xo — hl/l) du.

*
86,}9”

(A.19)
> e—kas ]].{se[min(ZG,b"26,8/)’max(26‘5’29’3/)]} ds.
Consequently,

E[140,80+r.85, — 496.80!|X =x0 — hu]
+o0
§a7’/ I8 — ras|sP~!
0

— .
x e MP(s € [min(Zg gy4r,8% , » Z26,80)> MAX(Zg 5418 . > Z6.50) ]|

SZA,bn a;vbn
X =xo — hu) ds.
Remark now that

{s € [min(Zg 541,55, » Zo.50), maxX(Zg s0-4r,55, - Z6.50)]}

*
85,1

1
Fy 418395, 1), max(F| ™", Fy)),

= {e™* € [min(max(| F +rn8’fﬁ’bn|'lj,

| B
Fa+ra3g,|"), max(F™, F)))]}

max(max (| F) + rnST’97b11|'_£',

= e
C {e™ & [min(|Fy + a8 g, |77, ), max(|Fy 4 a4, |77, FT)])

1 1
t

LR
)]}

)1}
c e Y € [Fy — rpbp, Fi 4 raby)y U {e™" € [Fa — ruby, Fa + robyl}
=1 Ap1(s) U Ap2(s).

1
U {e_s c [mln(|F2 un i’n(S;@,bn %’ th ), maX(}Fz + rn5;,9,bn

c {e—(l—t)s € [min(|Fy + 81 0.,

, Fi), max(|F) + rnS’fﬁ’bn

, B

U{e™ e[min(|Fy +1n83 g, [, F2), max(|F2 + 14834 5,
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Since for any subsets A and B, we have 1{4up} < 1{a} + 1), we can deduce
that

P(S S [min(ZQ’SO_i_rnaz’bn s Zg,go), max(Z9’30+rn3;5’hn, Z@,So)]lx =X0 — hu)

<P(Ap1()IX =x0 — hu) +P(A,2(8)| X =x0 — hu

(A20) (ln (s)] ) +P(A, (zl )
= 0 ﬂ{e—(l_’)SE[v—rnb,,,v—‘,—rnbn]} dv‘i‘\/(‘) :ﬂ_{e—tse[v_rnbmv_i_rnbn]} dv
<2rub, + 2r,b, =4r,b,.

This implies that

VnhPE[|qp 50 r,85, —q6.6!|X = X0 — hu]
o0
<4vnhPr,b, sup a’|B — ras|sP e gs.
aef1/2,11J0

This achieves the proof of Assertion 1 since K is bounded, sup,c(;/2 1] Jooa? x
|8 — ras|sP~le 24 ds < +o00, v/nh?Pr, — 0 and b, — 0.

PROOF OF ASSERTION 2. The idea is to apply Lemma 2.2 in van der Vaart
and Wellner (2007). To this aim, first observe that the class &,(6, b) admits an
envelope function E;, of the same form as F}, in (A.12), for some suitable constant
M > 0. Thus E,, satisfies the conditions (A.8) and (A.9), with F), replaced by E,,.
Consequently, it remains to show the two following convergences

(A.21) sup PG2 (0, b) — 0,
0e®

(A.22) J(dn, {Gn(0,b):0 €O}, L) — 0 for all d, N\, 0.
We start to show (A.21). Since
PG,(0,b) = /S K*()E(1qp,50+r,85, — q6.601"|X = X0 — hut) f (xo — hu) du,
< ,
and (A.19), (A.21) follows from the proof of Assertion 1.

Now, to deal with the uniform entropy integral, we can adjust the lines of proof
of Theorem 2.1 by considering the classes of functions defined on R x R x Sx

$hoWow,  j=1.2,
where W is either the function

(1, 2, u) = (—log(Fi(y1lu)), —log(F2(y2|u)))

or

).

—log(| Fa(v2lu) +1rud3 6, (y1, 2, w)])),

(1, y2. u) = (= log(| F1(y1|u) 4 287 g, (V1. y2. 1)
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which are VC-classes. This allows us to prove that there exist positive constants C
and V such that

1 Vv
Sup N((G(6.0):0 € ©). Lo(0). ¥l Exllg.2) < c(;) -
from which (A.22) follows. This achieves the proof of Theorem 3.1.

A.10. Proof of Theorem 3.2. One can check that the proof of Theorems 2.3
and 2.4 are mainly due to the asymptotic properties of foj lo’t, j=1,2 and 3.
Thus, if we are able to prove that the two key statistics 7;, and T, are sufficiently
close enough, in the sense that
(A.23) sup  nhP|T, = T,[(K, a,1, 4, B, ylx0) = op(1),

te[0,1],ae[1/2,1]
and

(A.24) sup V”hpEUTn —Tul|(K,a,t, A, B,ylxo) =o(1),
te[0,1],ae[1/2,1]

then we can swap Ké{';o,, by Aé{io,t, j =1,2 and 3. According to Theorem 3.1,
(A.23) is a direct consequence of (A.24). So it remains to prove (A.24). Note that

\/nhpEUfn - Tn|](K,Cl,t,)\-, ﬁ? y|x0)

n

1 > 7 .
= \/EIEH; Z[«/hp[(h (xo — X1)a" Zf’t’ie”“zﬂw

i=1
—hPKp(xo — X,‘)aVZfie_)‘aZ”"]H

< VnE[|20.5,n (YD, Y?, X) = g6.5,a (YD, ¥?, X)]]
<V/nPG,(6,b),
since &, € 8¢ + r,B(0, b) where B(0, b) := {8 : ||8]|g < b}. This implies that

sup  VnhPE[|T, — T,|[(K, a,t, %, B, y|x0)
te[0,1],a€g[1/2,1]

< sup VnPG,(0,b) =o(1)
t€[0,1],a€[1/2,1]
by Assertion 1 since it is clear from its proof that b, — 0 can be replaced by any

fixed value b in (A.20) without changing the conclusion. This achieves the proof
of Theorem 3.2.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplementary material to ‘“Local robust estimation of the Pickands de-
pendence function” (DOIL: 10.1214/17-AO0S1640SUPP; .pdf). This document
contains additional simulation results.
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